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Intraduction

- -
¥
.

»

3 E -] .
This report documents the purposes, processes and products of the
M)

fiPst thrde years (1973—1976) of the National’ Level Internship Pro-
*,’
gram (NLIP) The NLIP was funded by‘a special‘projects grant from

the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped Division of Persohnel

-
. 1

Preparation, United States Offjice of Education.”
LS

The report is divided into two volumes.—Volume Ope describes
the goals’of the program and processes employed in;the program. -to

~ .. N ‘
achieve those. goals. Furthermore, Volume One describes the¢ ways in

which the NLIP used formative and summativ;'evaluation data gathered

<{during each year of the program to examine the eﬁiectivenp?s of its

I .
processes and altef” the nature'of those processes each SubseQuent
‘

Ve

year to increase-the effectiveness of. those processes. e
. ° ~ N I .

bl
. '

Volume Two presents the rationale behind the &valyation design

’ .‘u

a8 well as Eég results of the.evaluation of(;;e NLIP. Output data Te-

garding the effectiveness of the, NLIP, the effect of the prognam upon

3 . N

its interns and participating agencies and the resul g of Fhe—NLIP fof

edu¢ation are given special attention.
.

The University Council for Educational‘A

i
N

this document will assist those interested in.ﬁhe role of intern

-

as well as those~concerned with the integration.of regular and’ special

L4

§

N
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education administration to e§aminé the implications of the lessons*

N .
.

lé;rned in the NLIP-for futhfe-activity'in thesé_areas.'

~ .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. results to interested institutions.
. . A}

3professors.participate in_projects.-
N ! o

. . ~

. The mission of the University Council for Educational Admin-~
istration is, to improve the preparation of administrative personnel
in education.' Its membership consists of major universities in the

United States and Canada..

practices in administrative preparation a;dlto disseminate the

Y

3
service programs.

' Thé\Counéil’s.eiforts currently ar

developing and tgsting strategies for improving administrative and

leadership practices in school systems; encouraging an effedtive flow

.of Ieaders into preparatory programs aud posts of educatiopal admini-

. -\

etration; advan¢ing research and its dissemination and ideas helpful
.to thoge in universitiges responsible for designing preparatory programs; -
intégrating and improving preparatory programs in spécific areas, of BN

\
administration, and developing and evaluating a wide array of instruc-

' tional materials.c

%~ UCEA

Interinstitutional cooperation and communication are
[ 4

basic tools  used in development activities; both administrators and

\

UCEA's central staff works with and;

through scholars in member universities to create néw standards and

UCéA's°interest'in the,professio»al preparation of edvcational

_administrators incluaes'both continuing education and resident, pre-

ed vided into six areas:

L
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The evaluation report herein wsé performed pursuant to ajgrant
. o . ‘

with the Buread of Educatiodi for the Handicapped, U.S. D

*

epartment

- e

v

of ﬁeélth, Education and Welfare (Project No. 451AH70134; Grant No.

007602970). However, the content does not necessarily represent th&
\ g ’ ’ 3y ‘

position or policy.of that ageﬁcy, and no U.S. Covernmgnt endorsement

spould be inferred.
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"CHAPTER T
S " " Introduction.

»
¥

A 1975 survey of the;Education Commission of the States«renealed

that special education was perceived by goverhors to be the number on

14

educational challenge in the various states. This finding reflects
; ' .
the growing interest and concern of-the general public in the_education

- . 4 ¢

of handicapped individuals. : ’

The eleyation,of special ‘education to a highly“visible status in
society:is understandable in view of the various forces and trends _
which are now affecting it. These_forces and trends are creating as well
as‘geflec ing changes in society's responses to’the education of handi—
capped individuals. -One way of viewing changes in society’ s’;esponse to
special edpcation probI”\\is through court decisions. Increasingly, ’

+litigation in education has focused upon the viplation of human rights
of handicapped students, especially those segregated in special ‘educa~
tion programsg‘gpon the inadequagé response of educational institutions
to the constitutional rights to education of handicapped individuals\\és
well as to the rights of due process; and upon the negative consequences
of our dual systen of education and its foundation upon unsound ways of
testing, categorizing, and placing students. Litigationwis also making

- ) L)
clear that-parents are less wiiling to accept special education practices

-1~

10 , .
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. : . )
.in school systems and are more aggressive in seéking the same rights

[y I

and prinileges for handicapped students whicﬁ'are'available to students v

\‘ ) -~ ‘ N - R
within the regular ‘educational system.

Another force affecting the education of the handicapped is S

- . »

-

. . i ‘ .
state legislation. A recent publication“of the National School Relations :

Association kNSfRA) (l?74) noted thatﬂzgistates now hade'laws.mandatinéo ~:§
some kind of.educational service for the handicapped. ° Althongh these
state mandates difrer in scope and form, all view the local scheol ' :
- . . A t
, district as having ptrime responsibility for providing services forrthe

handicappéd The NSPRA publication further“noted that more than_ one-

8

half of the states authorized programs for the handicapped untiﬂiage

. v e

21, many states_ 'hav€ broadened the type of services _which qualify for

state funding and fore than oné-half- of the statés have made provisions
for planning efforts to insure appropriate implementation of the legis-

~

lation at the state and local levels’ L . ' .

f A motivating force behind ther enactment of state 1eéislation and , . -

. 4 . ',
. .

the incidence of litigation has been pressure aslerted by individual ..

. A - X -
parents and parent groups concerned with the availabiNit
L 4 A

- 14

~
. services for handicapped children. -

‘of adequate
r ot

Whelan and Sontag (1973) describe this
4

‘fof/e and its results as the. three "L's'"—Ileverage., legislation, and

N . ) ’
. . : -

-dﬁ@igation. - -

-

P "‘&

The actions of parent groups have outpaced the professional D
.community'g ability to adequately-respond to full service . .. v
for ‘all handicapped childrem. By exerting political pres- ’
suire- (leverage) on the state boards of education, local

school boards, and wther iegal entitiés, parents have pér:
suaded tliose responsgble -to provide‘more comprehensive -ser-
vices for handicapped children. This strategy has often -

Ve
k)
v, » ‘ * . ‘'
.

»
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led "to legislation that mandates full sérvice.‘ Failing, to bring \\<:
bring -about a reversad in the-exclusion proces%4°parents have

It is the courts

tive to prdviding eduoation

-

all hanH1papped~children

~

- P

turned to litigation for ¥inal adsistance.
. o fg:t have provided thé major inc

l) '

<

!

Underlying court decision and-other public expressions are

- moral imperatives. Incréasingly, it is being made clear that héndi-

»' [

capped students are quite frequently disadvantaged

‘Put differently,‘

-

Py

p—re

prejudice and restriction of opportunity operates in much the same way . '

-

’

1

~foJ: the handicapped as for the other minorities in society

Thus, the

trends toward the "riggt to education of all children and t/yard . e

equal treatment of handicapped individuals are buttressed not only by B T

Py

theif positive potential but also by the neggtﬁve'effects of discrimfna—

tion % a segregated system of weducation.

The focus

A\l

i

-

ofthe "least ¥

f

S .

\‘Q.

. ]

3

'therleast restrictive alternative con

tictive alternative" (Reyngids 19743

a

‘? - B N

f'response td these forcds .centers around the cqncept

In applying

-

t handicapped children should '

special education-}%eisgeie hl973"Vergason et al., 1975 Jones

/. .

be*provided placementdin the regular classnoom and
’ O,

,community whenever feasibfe and to the extent at they w 1 benefit -

. “
from such pIacement. Programs responsive to this cdncept equire the .

- » s

cooperation, understanding,:and energies of leadérs in both

Wilkerson, 1975; Ashcrqft, 1975} Reynolds 1974), Not only w1i1 they .
* .need- to create a climate for implementing court Eecisi;ns'and:legiéla— ' o
tive enactments: they will also need to acH‘eve s/ecific'g;structional . . h. ;‘
manage:ial and organiaational innovations which ark supportive of more

general change.

-~

Their leverage for impact is ‘dou fe—édgdd. they can -

,\\ B . [ 4 .- .
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< R

effectively facilitgte change,or they can treate barriers to it. .
{ N ———_ . . . , . S

[} -
-

Therefore, thdse: who dould help ensuye a greater integratidn of general,

’

- - v o "

* and special education will netessarily have to be concerned about fraiﬂL

, ! v ~

- P =
' . ing for educational leadership. ! ‘
ol ' * ¢ } ' - [
. ! . ‘e Perhpps at no level is 1eadership more crucial than at the
AN - 'lt ) - [} v 'y
. » national level where policy and programs have nationai implications for \

1] - ~

'the future direction of the education'of the handicapped'an& the training
\ .

of individuals to guide that futute. * Edﬁcational leaders who have had

specific experience and/or training for 1eadership roles at national’

. q ° /\ .
agency 1eVe1s are few. In other words, a!talent pool from which national
q' " 3
agencies may.draw leadership personnel is at this timé underdevelopéd.

[y

\

% ( The fact that leadership positions at the national level require different .
" and perhaps more exteﬁbive knowledge and'sophisticated techniques dictates )
ﬁ' L4 - . N - K -
training and experience ique from that provided individuals entering S

. *Wleadqzship positions at local program léVels _ .
1 ¥
In addition, local and state education agencies are increasingly

- -

hard pregsed to find and employ.individuals who have had training at the

>

national 1eve1 and who through_their understanding of.federal legislation,

o
‘

*funding pattlerns and technical assistance gained by that training are ;;ib~_——/

- & ,

C ’ : g . . /
. to help the~1oca1 orrstate agency interpref’the-wa§$ i which the resources
/ " 4

“available at the national level can respond to current local or state
. ~ b

B
too,”that the developmenglof a national talent pool is crucial

e ™~ s o
.

L)
1ﬁi challenges faced in the education of fhgvhandicapped It is in this area,

. ’ The fact that few attempts have been made to provide such training

‘_and experience n;y'be related to the extreme difficultyf?;%pgcific uni~ &

A
B
o P
.

~




t

‘ versity would have in developznv znd effectivelv utilizing naf1nn:l
. P [

Additlondllv. a single unive;sity is unlikwly to

’

‘raining ‘resourees .
NS . .
have individual students on a4 continuing basis with talent and interest

. N . * -

in developing leadership poteritial at the national-agency level.

With tﬁe lack of 4 syétematic means of providing pre-service

-~
o

» national level training experiences, national, state and local. agengies
~N * ~ »
nive3been~forced to provide "on-the-job" training after employment. This
) duces the effectiveness and efficiency of the new employee for a sub-

) L 4
\
< stantial period of time, ag well as individuals responsible for the new

» 3 ‘ \
.

employee. o -,

P

_ Not only is training at the national levgl important but general

and special education 1eaders must be orienteQ_to‘the ¢ommon apd special-
, v . ] ™ .

" ized areas of their complementary fields if appropriate future—oriented

decisions are to emerge from the ultimate decision-making councils oE

I
/

e cation.
e

Training experiences which permit the development‘gf under-

@,

-standing and empathy for.tbe needs of E?e complementary’field are essential

- ‘ ¢ ’
if special education and general educatién leaders are to begin Aelving

eE;Eational problems joidtiy. However, planned opportunities f

@

especigzlly at the national
It was‘within this milieu that the National Level Internship Pro-
‘. « ' -

L]

ingsexperiences in‘the complementary fields,

. ' Fad
level, were practically non-existent. .

‘w_ - gram (NLIP) was conceived.. Since the identification,.selection, and® .

s
«
o S
y . b4 . -~

s ) coordination processes involved in such training required the.attention

of an organization with national scope, witn extensive contact with tni-

L .
versTties training educational leaders®(both general and special educa-
1 \. o~

k. [ »

’

\




tion) and with national agencies; the Unfersity Council for Educa-'

A L N .

tional Administration (UCEA) saw itself as an agency which could
;. accept the challenges associated with such a'projeci. ‘The Université

Council for Educational Administration had .links jnto over fifty uni-
¢ WA
k3 J& g L)

. :
versities, which offered doctorétes in areas preparing fof educational

!eadership. Furthermore, UCEA had been significantly involved in the

~ -

-integration of general and‘special edﬁg;tion}édministration at the

-

.uﬁiversity and local school levels through the General-Special Education

~

Administration Gonsortium (Ggﬁég),,anq the University-School System,

L4

" Partnership. '
~
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2.1 Goals ' ) .. . . »>

'bThe goal of'the National Level Internship Program was to provide

fulltime field experience of orne calendar year for eight highly selected

\\\.

individuals in one of the following classifications: (1) students in

doctoral programs for® preparing educational leaders and in the pro-
cess of completing their dissertations; (2) those students who were

\
Examples of intern populations to be served.

recently awarded doctorates.
' S

were those in (l)’special education administration and (2) those in v
general education administration. The field—based experiencgs occurred
within, a national government or private special education agency (e.g., *
United\ftates Office" of Education/Bureau of Education for the Handi—
capped,‘Council for Exceptional Children Office of the Commissioner,ﬂ

United States Office of Education) and/or a national government or

private general education agency (e:g., United States Office of Education,

[

" National Institute of Education, American Association of School Admini—

e

strators{ The Council of Chief State School Officers Jhe Council for

Great City Schools).

o= A .
Field experience was corceived as a genmeric term which'encompassed

)

a number of specific types of training experiences.

5

.
¥ r

Henderson (1969)

<+

*




- . ’suggests,thé followin& classification:
. . . o
' "+ - 1, Directed observatign is a planned phase of training *
' . usually coordinated with and in many cases a regular
I * »-part of dcademic coursework in administration of ’ _ .
! ‘special education. The student visits and observes ° -
- an admidistrative setting, but performs no- actual . v !
= auties either real or simulated (p. 46). It should Jbe oLk
noted that this definition of the term Yaries consid— '
erably from that used by this writer. If the term. -
.. "field’éxpérience" is to be used in the' ‘sense sug-
‘gested by Hendérson, another term must-* be manufactured ~
which can be used in'referring to all types of assign-
ments in off campds agency programs

\
4 -~
2. Practicum is a planned portion of the preparation of )
\ administrators usually correlated with, but also often
e following, academic coursework. ' The student observes '

and then usually participates, to some extent, in °
the work-of the "agency, usuEIly under the direct close
supervision of an adginistrator therein. The period
‘of time is usually longer than a field experience, and

may éither be in.the form 6f a_ full-time visitation . ‘ L3
for a short period (i.e., less than a half-year) or '
part-time, over a longer period (for example: one day
per week for one or two semesters) (p. 46)." 2o

DS

| 3. Internship is the planned phase of professional L
IR education which comes at or near the completion of '
. the student's formal program of professional prepara-
tion. It involves a.considerable block of time (at -~ oY
least one academic year on a full-time basis). The ° ’ ’
essential ingredient of -a bona féde internship (as .
distinguished from either the practicum or ah admini-
strative assistant position) is that it is a contin- “ {r
uous, adpinistrative placement in the field under & ) ;
competent supervision of a practicing -administrator A
and designe®'to provide significant learning oppor-
. hnnities {pp. 46-47). v

The NLIP_was concerned principally with previding an internship
y A N

'experience within a national "agency. .

P "

The internship has historically been viewed by botb»regular and
special educators as a major vehicle for providing depgh and’ breadth of

experienée-in the train&ng of leadership candidates (Blessing, 1966; - -

» o ! ? P

. ‘ i . . P

»

»
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e k! y s \ ' . Y -
. . . -

Briner, 1963; Davies, '1962; Conner and »ulBertson,leJA)\ Typicalfy

.7‘ the internship isviewed as providing the |student the opportunity to

/
wed "theory and practice" iﬁ’a controll-d, supervised

'1971; McAdam and Lyon, 1975; Briner, 1963; Cronin and

AT
Hobbs (1975) advocates joineﬁfnternships ‘for regular and special edgfa— -

tion in order th\create opportunities for shared experiences voqabu—
g,

laries and understandings. McAdam and Lyon (19755 state that society is

ultimately the recipient of an intern s\contributions
t ’

Jones_and King (l973{‘reported that all 17 colleges and universities
operating programs (l97l—73) designed to train special education admini—
strators and’ supported by the fellowship,grant program of the U. S Office
of Education.(P L. 85-926 as amended) employed the.internship as part
of their program.. Vance and Howe (l974) reported that 827 of USOE/BEH
fellowship recipients participated in an internship.

"from 38.5% of USOE/BEH fellowship recipients in l?71 as reportedfsy’

I

Kohl and Marro (1971).

3

Comparable data regarding the use of the internship in the training

s

of"’ regular educational administrators is somewhat mpre difficult to

-

obtain»because\of_the large number (approximately 300) of universities

which prepare administrators. Goldhammer et al., (1967) in a study

/”involving 22 states noted that' approximately one-half of the institutions

. \ ~

visited provided extended opportunities for field related experience.
Approximately four times’as many uniyersities offered internships in

1962-63 as 1n 1958-59 (AASA, 1964). Severalstates (e g., New York and

» o

California) since that time have mandated ngull—time intergship as ‘a

-

-
‘.
~

;;puatigp (Flaherty,
oroschak, 1973). .

This is~an ingrease

4

\ ‘\.l"

-




requirement for/hdminisgrative certification.

Typically, these types of internships are locally oriented and use

the local school as the agency for placement.- ‘Hoekstra (1975) mentions

\

only a few internships for prospective educational 1eaders which operate

’

within a national setting. A UCEé\?ommittee'report (1962) sugges;ed
that professional educationail associations at the national level be viewed
as potential internship p1acements. Stil further removed from tradi-

\ - 3 N
\tional views of internships 'is the AASA-UCEA (Comner and Culbertson,

& -

As the schools affect and are affected by . such agencies

as state departments of ed cation, statelschool boards | ™
associations, professional associations, state legislatures,

ity governments, and the U S. Office of Education, oppof—

experiences which offer-theoin ern thé opportunity to apply theory in a
. 4 * .

situation'that exposes the intern to the realities of the educational
' N »- .
environment. Ramseyer (1963), the Connér-Culbertson Report (1964), .

and Hoekstra (1975), suggedt that the internship can serve as a tele;

scoping phenomenon. Hoekstra describes this phenoinrenon as follows:. =
. g ' v
Ofte interhships'offer to individuals opportunities to
delvi into and explore a number of administrative
assignments. It is not uncommon for an intern, in 3
> “csingle year, to have gained a working understdanding of
and to have developed competencies, in.a number of .
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N . - admini;strativeé areas and func¢tions. In short,. the

e . internship may have telescoped or compressed many years' /.
- . .. -worth of broad understandinE?band skills in a relatively ,
R short period ‘of-time (pp. 6-7). ' o o

7 i . . '
. }f“"Because of fhe uni e learning eanvironments projected for the\
v 4‘ ~ .

. NLIP internships, project objectives were developed which encompassed

").

the development of bothLunderstanding and skills. ngnificant under- \

A

standings, which the internships sought to facilitate cenkered around

’ . i b

‘ o an understanding of change rategies national agencies, a knowiedge

\ »u

- of general andﬂspétial education, and - ;

P » ~‘ v

of'thg éomplenentary natur

Private agencies.” - .« .
. ’ v kS .
- e & . . \\. ) I\’\ O \

. < \
It was not assumed”that all interns would develop all understands 4 - \i

LA

. 4

ings and skills projected as objectives for the project. It was assumed “ .

however, that each intern would ente;\the training experierice with a,_

different level of sophistfcation "different interests, and unique

desired learnings. Procedures were structured to allow unigjue under-

.l standings and skills de;eloped by interns to be shared with other interns. "
0 . -

)

As the result of the experience obtained in(éational organizations and

A
\ ‘ -
. federal-agencies, interns were expected to be able tq understand and’ .
'(

v 3

T describe. . g
Le Vﬁ

1. the inter-relationships and mutual influences
between government agencies and natiopal organiza—'
tions concerned with improving general and

special educatfbn. ' .

e
\

2. the intet-relationships and influerces between )
o and among federdl, state, and local education Ct
agencies, . ) T

-

Y - o
3. the inter-relationships betweeniand>among federal - 8

- . n v, .

. - -11~ | e

. 20

C om




o

- agencies in'ter'ested in general and' s'pecial Epd’—
ucation, and the ways these agencies iﬁfluence on

.. bne another. L '
. . \-'-’=—' r ¥ .

4, A\ow national organizations co fnce,rned wit;h general ° <
and special education work with the‘& member urits.‘ . .

I~
w
.«

how different national’ organizations develop their
policies., , .. -

Al .
B
A . x
..

.. 6. how federal legislation on general or special ed-
ucation is created, and who i3 influential i -
shaping this 1egis1ation.k o <.

7. the impact of federal programs dealing with special - .
or general education in. state amd local agencies., - <

- I
ot

8. the national 1eadership ~structur§‘. in education. T

-

9.. how decisions are made in federal agencies and/or
national organizations. - : .

. é ’ \
- 10. the strategies used by nationdl organi/tlons toﬁ;
/\74) "3 . effect change. : 5’ ¥ .
7N . ' -y
, ;\ 11. how programs and activities “cqncerned with educa-
4 tiongare implemented and managell by national -
\ '~ organizations.: . -
. T e i ¥
‘ & 12. the major constraints affecting eaders in ‘national '/~
= organizat ions. P X
. ‘ 13. how new. programs and activities which afe concerned . <
with the inteiratlon f general or special education -
o are.intitiated and de elopes ) * ~ ‘
S ~ I - & - o
o The skills to be developed through the placements 6f individual
B . - .o . 1 . . . . s

®

" interns facilitated the development of competepcies

' useful for functioning in national gencies concerned' with‘improving

_pertinent and

\ Id

general and/or special education." e skills emphasized in other words,

7T 70 7, P /a'??xg(/b . : ) i '

1Many of these: competencies are pritgxarily a reflection of the ,
work of a number of scholar;s associated with the EA and the Atlanta ’
School Systen Project.” See_Culbextson, J.A., et al.g(Eds.) Performance
Opjech\ges f,or Princij;als. 'Concépts and Instrumerr‘ts (1974).

* .

>
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were those ceﬁtral to leadership.

included" c‘ompetence‘i'n:? . S ' T oo
* Py e .
1, identifying forces or{conditions impeding -change. - o
. - - = .n‘
2'._ identifying) forc& or conditlons ehcouragingé%hange. - 3
. vow S, ,
: 3. a'nalyzing conflicting,conditions or forces affecting changé.
4. identifying needs &nd descrihing problems toward which
innovative effort should -be directed < R
5. "’a'eveloping objectives and strategies of change bearing'
- upon defined pr blems.’ L \ N
- A ~ .
6. defining and assessing var ogghheadership roles (e.g.w,\
initiator, stimulator, reactof¥ and so forth) related s
to specific and projected change.,
7. generating alternqtive‘“solutions to problems.' '
" 8. assess ng and choosing the most desirable alternative
sglutions to problems., g . -, s N
v - T ' @‘2 ’ 4
9. interacting with superordimfates, peers, andﬁub‘ordinates
to legitimate change:. . , B
.\ ) ' ¢ q-v - .“
10. dimplementing change. . . . L . '
A N | i . . * ) 4 . “ A ,
11. ‘developing measures of effectiveness relating to
Y )~specific changes. . e . - . - .
7 . ¢ ‘ : N ) . ) =
~ ~ o . . b N = v . /
o \ . , . ‘
4 . s -~
\ ’ . Y t Vi -
. 3 E : » - ) e d h
] (" | : *
. — : A &L N R : -
.- [ ' t ) :'
* N oy N . .
. A * R . 134
d ! . t . - ’ o
: o ' Y e L ,
7.7 ’ . coe - ) »
N3 - i . \/\ !
q ) . S [N s
' *, -=13- L Teet o . . .

Specific skills concerned with change

- . \ .. ! "




‘('/ﬂr—-\\in’the next’ major chapter:

a description o% procedures used during the 1973-76 ﬁLiP'ar used to

.

| - . CHAPTER IIT

o Methodology. . 7\ 9

The methodfused to achieve‘*he stated goals and objectives may "be

© <

viebed 'by means Qf the prototype described below A-more specific ex-

i . . .
planation and ratioenale for each,majgr eléﬁent in the ALIP . is described

e

cedures.

A literature review as well as
* a \J -

-

. i . L ™S ¢ .
describe each element in greater detail. , S
. b ~ - : . . ‘ o N L
* ‘The proposed prototype consists of the following elements: ~
e € 14
[ : . : ~ - . .
be 1.§<The inteﬁ§§hip sites were mational level ag ies,;

2.

chosen for their ability to‘provide meaningful
. learning experiences and competent” suﬁervision for

M, -

"interns. ' Ak

+ . P

.
. -

A'total of six interns in 1973 and eiéht int

during 1974 .and 1975 were trained.. (ApproxfﬁZtely .
“half of the interns in educatdion agencies-.and half
in general education a§encies)

. .

3. ,The selection of interns wWas a shared responsibility

of a selection committee and UGEA. Criteria were
used_to identify individuals with potontial for
benefitting from the internship and contributing

to the attainment of the project gqais and objeq; .y

tives.

’

Tbe interns receiﬁed a Fellowsh stipend ($10,0Q00°
. *in 1973 and $12,000, in- 1974 and 5). 1In addition,
-. moving money (up to $700) to defray expenses of

moving to the site,
for inea;hship rela
the grant. .

O

v

t2nd travel money (up to $1,200)
d

travel was- p:evided through




i . (J"/ --n:.;\» . L
5. Major responsibilities snd learning experiences of the
. intern were created and defined by the national agency -
and the intern. These responsibilities and opportunities
~1increased ag- the intern developed greatéer skill and compe-
tence. The goal was to provide each intern with signifi-
cant agency involvement .throughout the year's experience.

~

6. Supervision of the intern was the respnsibiiity of the -
national agency and UCEA. Speciﬁ;ﬁally,_an individual

- -within the agency was designdted as "supervisor" and -
shared responsibility for the learning opportunities of
thedntern, 1 . . . SR

- 7. A series of 'training experiences (approiimately two days
per quarter year) were provided for interns to receive
specific orientation and/or training (i.e., seminars,

" workshops, etc.) and to interact concerning their unique
. problems and progress in the ,internship. . N

- -

,¢

8. Some portion of the intern’s timeiinvolved interaction
wittr Teaders in pertinent government agencies other
than the one where he or- she was located. Additionally,
interns had the opportunity to meet :itﬁ*ieaders in .:
other national level agencies whose activities bear upon
education.
\ . ) . . B ‘ N . ‘ \

9. The program was evaluated in relationship to the pro-

jected goals. Both formatf%e\and summative evaluation

were used. ‘ . < .

4 |
-~ . '

Inherent in these7e1ements of the prototype are certain responsi—

bilities which were asstmed by the university program which prepared

-

the intern, the host agency, UCEA, and the individual intern. These

r
|

. responsibilities are stated as follows: ' j

1., University regpomsibilities ~ <:': - éh

a. ﬁre—interqship'aca&emic preparation of the int#

b. Articulation of the‘pregram to potent¥al candifates
' c. . Ongoing contact and consultation with interns who are
still completing their university programs. '
d. Adaptét n of future internships and,preparation
N . programs based on evaluation of the intermship.

~ . S
-

-

»

P

2

Pl

PR
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2. A&ency resusibilities .- a4 ““g ‘ e

9e

*a. Dempanstration to UCEA that the agency is able to
Ce offer sufficient and meaningful learning experjences
for ‘an intern. - . . \

*

b. ,Assigning of an individual with dppropriate sfcil,ls t, '
. . " . .and positionh (e.g., branch. chief or higher leveld) to - o
/o supervise the intern. - > - p

c. Working with the fatern to estabﬂsh muthal expectations

-for the year's experience
. . . 1 . .
° d [ Providing the intern the oppor\tunity to becge ac- ) '
tively and meaningfully involved in the operation of - :
4 . the agency. ) r " .. .

e. Assistitig the intern in leanfi_ai about national educa-

tional change strategies. and cy. . :
: ’ .. \ S .o
f. Monitorin‘g the internship program in relationshSp to .
g the agreed-upon responsibilities ad duties. } .
* : . - \
- ; - ,8+. Maintaining -adequate liaison with UCEA and the univér-
. sity faculty member, if any, responsible for the
Y intern. o - .
& ‘ s 1 Ve
h. Providing adequate. work _space, secretar,iaﬂ sérvice, . \S
) and related resources commensurate with agency '
. ( personnel generally.
) G -’Assisting in the evdluation of both the intern and .- -
( the internship process . ' .
- " '
+ 3. UCEA responsibilities _ L * . "' 4
: : ) ) ] e
a. DRelopin a master glg for the project. -
. o . E . .
. *b. Developing arrangements for the internshp sites, Ve i
‘ including the specific contact person within each -
agency. .- : g
Y " gency C /-
) ) c. Identifying the university contact person, if any. ‘
\' .
~ * ] ‘ .
. d- .
d. tSolidigy{n'g the evs}:nation degign an procedures
T e. D§awing up a descriptive statement of the project for ’
dissemination to universities and to the internship‘ '
a.gencies.
. | ,
J - ’ ’
. ’ -16- @ /
) v N . c- -
; 29 .
. o« “«
< . 5 ' . o
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., h.- Pro,viding initia_l screening of applicants.

- - ' N R
< j. Diz’-}.opinglaﬁd.,n;anaging budget and other fiscal--
e

. I S

. . . ; ) o
Lo t . . v
' b - -
Y « . N %

’ é Developing, wit vice, appropriate screening and .

s'election procedures fqr interns. . . N

LA

g. - Disseminating requests ﬁor nominations for the’ .
. ?qternship ) e "

.
.

i. Coordinating the selec'tion of candidates.,

v ~ .
L ~ »

P

N A
. . \ R

.- ’ - by .«

dures’, < g . . _

. /

k. DBeveloping n sljer"p an for training experiencEs for\
" the inter% .¢., seminars, coﬁferences, etc. '

D 7 % - PR

1.’ Providing procedural ‘stdt ents with ré’ga dto 'T- -
supervision of interns. f *

_ 4 l - T

m. Coordinating the continual feedback and communicatign
bétween parties and inst\itutions involved™in the

g project. ’ Yo/% S d .
" on. »Maintaining records ang (glat'a!on interns. ,’ o

« . o~

“o. Coordinating the evaluati o
gramf , - . 7%
P... D(isseminating
Intern tesponsibilities, ‘ 8
\Fu’lfillin”g oBe caql.endar year -of training with ‘ “
the internship agency. . @ )
b, Parti ipating in specific t?raining (seminars ‘meetings, ¢

. ete. ) / .

- "' -

D‘isplaying appropriate professional- commﬂ:ment to the

& internship, the agency, and the other- integns.
. ~d. Working th agenc supervisor to establish mutual
o, expec ons for the: year's expérience. o ° |
. e. "Parti pating in proeedures designed to evaluate
. the, internship. . . . o .
e . ‘)‘ p - 19/ . T
- R ) v .. . i , » )
o : N

]
1,
"
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,In activating the prototype of the internship model, great care

-

< y 570 . . : .
was exercised to insuxze the proper procedures were yndertaken for each
’ . Ny 'y . . ') -

A

' relement. ixn\the internship process. .Guides to the content .of success— -
R ( i‘ful pr;gg_edure element)s in an inte‘rnship program were obtained from
- o relevant .intemship .litgrature. In addition UCEA’ critica’lly examined
. its pro*cedure;s ‘dﬁring eaczh-«ofi the first thre:@rs‘ of the NLIP (1973-74,
. 1974—75, and 1976-'76) and aite;ed ‘thése procedures during each subse- ’

3 .
e { 4

.quent year to :Iﬁcrease program\effectiveness Throughout the three

- . '5/ 3
'( years of .the[tﬁ‘le’alternative procedures were 1nstituted in order to

~
.

. 9

imprové various aspects of the program. " Bath formative and summat{ve

' , 2yaluation results <helped to ident_ify problem areas. Evaluation find-

«

N L .-,
e ings served as -thé basis for program mQ’difications. -

[

N »” ¢

1 N ‘_.', The proeedyres for the NLIP during 1973-76 mhy be classified in-
A .

< "\ the following categorieé agency selection, recruitment of candidates,

” selectQion\ of]finalists and’ alternates, placement of /interns, dete‘rmining

7 ', tlie/' scope of intexin l.ear‘n-i'ng 'experiences, orientation and in-service

S -

. ) dev\%.opment, and, career placement. The specific activities associated

~
S—

~ with process in eacll category were designed on the ‘basis_of past NLIP

.. * ~ b

. pProcedures. .

-~ v
S 4 X ..
~ . .

.

. ’
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interns

et ~ -

4.1 Agency selection {
( ‘ ©

Agency selection refers not only to the selection of an appro-

priate government or private natiqnal agency to host an intern but also

<
: ? , : S {
refers to the identification of an individual within that agency who _.

.

could serve as the supervisor for an intern. These two selection com-
& . “

.

ponents were seen as crucial to the success of the NLIP. ™

Hooker (1963) cautioned that individuals or agencies which coordi-

nate internships should maintaimr strict quality control of the placement

sites for interns and should spend sufficient energy to assure that the

-

internship supervisor is awire of and agrees with the purpgses under-

lining the internship progra. Long (1970) in a study of changes in

perceptual systems of interns noted that the supervising administrator

had greater influence on the interns than any other factor in the intern-
4

shi%%& Ferreira (1970) found that interns' attitudes changed as a result
of the pressures of expectations for the intern role by significant

others in the internship experience (e.g., supervfsors, university pro-

2

fessors, etc ). . . ,
. Several authors. state that the primary objective of the internship

is one of providing iearning(experiences for the intern (Hoekstra,

1975; Moore, 1967; Dayies, 1962). They caution, therefore,'that the

agency and supervisor be chosen ééééfﬁiiy'iééé'Eﬁé";gency try to~exploit
the competence of an intern and view the placement as providing ser-

vices to_ the agency rather than serving as a f'srning opportunity for

McAdam and Lyon (1975) state that agency commitmént should‘be
L / ‘ o ‘ : -
: ! ( .w“‘. & .
, r . , V'{ - . B A
' -19- 25 - Lo
- N\ .
2
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measured in terms of the openness and flexibility of the agency super-

visor, the supervisor's capatity to handle qualified and motivated\,

-

interns and the desire of all members of the agency staff tolspend

time teaching and workinngith interns. Henley 1970y, noting that
' [ 4
"the quality of guidance and assistance giveu by the agency staff -

probably constitutes the most important single variable in the program
(p. 278)," offers-several guidelines for selecting quality agencies.

f/for special education internships. He states that agencies should be

selected which L,

1, operate programs or provide administrative and consultative

services recognizéd as being supetior. . ﬂ§:3u
. ) . Ll
2. employ highly professional personnel .
3." offer broad programs to expose the student to*compre— : -

. hepsive special education programs.

4, are willing to provide the time and resources necessary
for a successful experience. , . -

« : ° . Q@ ) -

5. are enthusiastig)yith regard to the special education
administrators' participation in the training~pfogram
(p. 277). ‘ '

—

ring thk‘first three years of, the NLIP thirteen agencies and

sixteen different supervisors participated. The program's experience

¥
with these agenqﬁes demonstrated the importance of selecting Aappropriate

sites for internship placements as well as identifying a supervisor

N

within the agency who agreed with the concept of the internship as a
learning.experience'and st willing to devote the appropriate amount of

time and energy to work ‘with the intern in order to assure the sutcess

- -

of the placement.

Zhrough~thé three years of the NLIP, the program director became
Al : L

v -20‘ . . ” (

.
.//;}

&
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more knowledgeable about the various educational agencies in Washington
and their ability to provide meaningful learning experiences for interns.

Furthermore, increased knowledge was gained about prospective supervisors

<

and their potential commitment to the program objectives.y

[ 4

- During the 1973-74 intermship year,'difficulty was experienced in

! one placement where the hosting agency was not able to provide a suf-

. ficiently rich iearning exﬁerience for the intern. In addition, a

* / . ™ - . ’ { -
secornd USOE agency was disbanded shortly after the placements.were made.
Steps had to be taken to relocate the interns assigned to_those place-

ments. Becatse of these instances and the potential of similar occur-

- 13

rences within the Washingtonoenjironment, UCEA took steps to identify
potential agencies for the 1974-75'sites which were nore firmly estab- -
lished Vithin the Washington‘environment and had a history of substantial
contributions to‘education. It was felt that these agencies would be

g _

able to offer more potential for learning experiences than newer or more
transient agencies. , . .
In 1&74-75 a total of eleven potentiai agency sites Vere.chosen for.
the’eight potential internship positions. Tﬁis‘wae done in order‘to )
-provide intérns wjth more choice regarding potential plecements. Further-
more, this procedure offered ia greater likelihood that congruence could
" be established between expectations of an individual intern candidate
and an agency for the’ year s'experience. All agencies knew that only
.eight interns would be placedrand, therefore:finree agencies;quld not
‘

receive interns. L8

Bach agency was asked to identify a supervisor who had sufficient
4 ’ “

. ) L. ' “21?

*:




1]

~t

> 2
)

status within the organization to facilitate'qpporkunities for meaning-
. .

ful and informed involvement by the intern. In smaller agencies the

supervisors were typically th§7Chief Executive Officer of the organi-

.

zation. In larger agencies the supervisor was typically a line admini=

v

strator who exercised considerable authority over the workings of the
agency. The project director had, sev,efal conversations’ with each agency

supervisor in order to clarify the purposes of the program as well as, -

&i explore opportunities in the agency for the intern to experience
t

4 ! 1\
e complementarity between general and special ellucation. In each
-

- L

' case, the responsibilities of the agency were discussed. Supervisors =«

also agreed with UCEA established policy, which allowed the intern to

- have a one-month "vacation'" and accrue any other sick leave or other
LY
' leaves appropriate to‘professional'étaff in that organization.

Supervisors were then asked to work out a potential’'plan” for >
. ' i .
. _ the %g&grhship placement and legit;ggte this plan, if necessary, within -

(s % -

the agency. This plan was to include a description of:

2 Ay

1, the goals of the ageﬂcy.

3

-

- . 2. activities in which the ‘agency Was involved. ' o

. 3. options for intern involvement. .
R 4

. b4, :ypes.of learning experiences.

The statement which outlined this "plan" was uséed to give potential

4

intern candidates information regaréing péssible placements, thereby

K aiding them in making choices regarding their own preferences for ) ,-
placement. ' ' . ~ C v _\‘

One agency was not able to systematically develob‘a plan for

N
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. _ ) b
intern involvement dué to time constraints. A decision was made,

‘ ¢

therefore, ?? eliminate this agency from considération as 5 potential

ES
»

¢ internghip site.- E . [

N i 'R. FRN!
Formative data colfected in March 1.975l suggested that additional
‘ ’ > .

© clafificatiop of the aéeﬁcg §e1ec¢i9n process needed to be undsrtaﬂen.
The primary areas of clarifiéation were the agency's undgrstcfding of
the purpose'oﬁ the NLIP, théﬂégency's willingness to be sﬁecific

. R
regarding -the opportunities available to inferns, the agency's view of

’ the(;ature of tﬁé intern—gppervisorreiationship, and the willingness
of the agency to vieﬁ the internship as a learning process. I£
\ * was noted that two égencies did‘not'submit "agéncy plans." 1In one
1}’T“Tf’ case_the;pgteqtial supervisor was not the one who intérviewed candi-

. ! 4

dates. Spme‘internq further believed that a few -agencies did not

fairly ré;r;;eni\their real pians for the fué;tions_of the i;tern. It
was gpggested ?hat UCEA take a "hard %inef ih working with agépci%s as
they oytlined the poﬁential?fér an intern placement aﬁd described that

potential in their "agency plan."

v

. Hith thése comments in mipd greater care wad exercised in working
é A ) :
with potential agencies and subervisors who participated in the 1975-76

- selection process. :All agencies were required to submit a detailed
v - .

Hdescription and plan in advance,"In additioﬂ each agency was required

. )

to demonstrate to the progréé\directéi either ‘through their past per- ,

8

. Lot times through the Procedure chapter of‘Ehis report reference
will be made to formative or process data collected by the evaluation
.task force. The purpose of these data is described,in greater detail
in Volume II (Evaluation). i ..

A

o

: ~23-
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formance as -an internship site or through their written materials, their

-

commitment to the goals 'of the program. Each potential snpervisor was

"

required to participate in the interview/selection process.

» \

In 1974~75 new agencies were offered an opportunity to participate.

A total of twelve agencies were 4dentified as potential sites. Through

discussions with supervisors a11 agencies knew that only eight place-
ments would be made.: All agreed, however, that having an intern in

the agency onlgvnAde sense.if there were agreement upen common exﬁecta—
tions Between‘that agency and one of tne candidates. ' .’

" Data collected from the 1975-76 interns regarding the placement
process as well as'Zheir initial assessment of the internship suggested
that agencies represented themdelves accurately in the interview pro-

-

cess and were committed to the NLIP goals of°providing meaningful
' ‘ - .

L b o
learniug'experienées for interms. 1975-76>}nterns,,however‘ did suggest
{ N
that a more detailed outline be provided agencies regarding the contents

of their "plan" in order to prévide greater continuity of data.

-~
In sum, criteria assgciated with the selection of agencies to
participate in the NLIP may be stated as follows
1‘ .ability to demonstrate significant role in .shaping national
" Teducational policy.’ K
. 2. ability to demonstrate program and fiscal continuity for X
' proposed intérnship year. e e e
s K

3. identificétion of‘a supervisor for the internship who
holds a position of authority and responsibility. )

4.. willipgness to provide meaningful learning-experiences .-
" ‘which allow the fntern to participate actively in- the
workings of the agency.

Lo
o
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5: ability to demonstrate commitment to the NLIP goal of
integration of general and special education ‘experiences
‘for interns. 1 6
.o '
6. ability to provide an accurate "agency plan" in sufficilent
N ti?e for use in the selection®*process.

-

4,2 Recruitment of candidates . !

]

Processes cbncerned with the recruitment of candidates cod;isted’
of the establishment of criteria for eligibility for the NLIP, the
promotion strategy used to encourage qualified individu313 to apply and
the applicat‘ion procedures. c o 7 ‘ ,

Several sources state that the internship,should.be viewed as a -
culminating activity in a person s preparation program (Ramseyer,

1963; Conner and Culbertson, 1964). Since the intefhship is viewed

a way of applying theory. in practice students-shouid\gfve had sub-

. stantial course work. prior to their intermship. Henléy (1972) states

that in this way the cooperat}ng agency 1is provided with the most com-

pletely prepared professional person possible.
®

Consistent with the goals of the NLIP candidates needed to "demon-

strate that they were near the completion of their. doctorates in
- . ” < .

regular or special educational administration or had recently received

’

their degrees. The criteria "near the completion" of the degree was

operationally defined as having all course work toward the degree com-

. N

- pleted and a dissertation proposal conceptualized and ‘negr formal ac-

-

ceptance. The criteria "recently received doctorate" was operationally

defined as having receiving the doctorate in the months immediately

w

h




»

prior o the beginning of the internship experience In addition;

applicants needed to demonstrate that they were willing to assume the
X . -
responsibilities outlined for the intern, if Selected These critbria

were successfully used to determine eligibility of applicants during

-

all three years of the NLIP 9 ' -

N
A brochure describing the program was developed*fo both the

1974~ 75 and 1975~ 76 programs, Multiple copies were sent\to UCEA and

b

GSEAC institutions. Descriptions of the ? ram,and pro%edures €g{ .

////application appeared in the UCEA Review as well as other sources, such‘

L""

as the Directory of Public Service Internships. Furthermore, the UCEA:

- M

;. Executive Director and Associate Directors made_cgnscientious efforts

to meet with“doctoral students during their many visite' to universities

; ¥
where they articulated the‘goals and purposes of the program and en-

—

. T R .
¢ouraged iﬁiﬁrested persons to.-apply.

.

A toﬂ'of 80 applicants applied for the eight positions o/ffered

. in 197§\Zélaﬁd 63 candidates applied. for the eight 1974~ 75 intefnship
/@—‘

positions, These numbets represented an increase from the 30 appli— )

cants who applied for six positions offered in the 1973-74‘year. This

aniad

increase in applicants during each year was due to incredsed pﬁblicity
- ’(1; O

-~ y "‘ P . .
about tﬂe'program. In addition, agency representatives, former interns

!,
and_uniyersity advisors.were.encouraged to nominateuindividuals

Applicants “were rkquested to submit four types of materials for
review. These materials.comprised the applicatio; packet:

4 -
]

2. letters of recommendation from professors and othérs who

: °
1.  vita information . . /// :

.




. ' . oo .
Z " gould comment on the candidaté's pérformance and L .
. _potential , o o . i -

. ‘ ] A
' o 3. “two examples®of schotarly writing ~ %__

4. a personal statement ‘indicating d4) interest in the program, ,
b) areas of ‘expértiseé, c) types of learning experiénces . s
desired in the internship: placement, and d) posgible ‘ o .
contributions the applicant might ‘make as ap igtern in. )
the agency with which he or she would be associated ‘Pé .

e ¢ P R

As ®ill be discussed in the next section, these 4€plication : R

materials provided descriptive data which allowed reviewers to dif-

\

o . e
e erentidte among applicfxts. ~ . " A

v

The increase in the number of_appli'cants in each year/of the NLIP
. o - N )
’ indicatés that the fecruitment used by UCEA was effective. - . ’ 'G

‘ l' - During the three-year historyqof the NLIP the program director

experimented with the tit:e)g for the,various functions described —
throughout this procedure chapter.- During the. 1974-75 year the activ- ,,' -

fities j’ust described under recruitment began in* December 1973 and cul—f‘ . .

minated-in the screening of interns being finalized in April 1974, ~e

< Fe

, cause internghips- vere to begin on. July l 1974 it was found that the - B
LY v [ bt g
subsequent time between April and July did not provide enough time for
&
the placeme&of interns to be mad# and for the intems to move t;/ - .

¥ "

‘Washington. In the following jpar the recruitment detivities beg

November 1974 so that final screening\could take place- in r¢h 1975 *

- ¥

< . . . ' / 8 > .
with placezﬁnts in April < o ‘ _ i -

%
& . *

¢

M » . . - .
5 4.3 . Selection of finalists and glternates ) . g ‘ J - |
‘ ‘e » . -
. . . . > o
Littlé has been written regarding appropriate selection procedures- {

*

" . V4 . ) -2.7—'

/ ) L = /‘30 ) 'i J j’ _. | ?
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and criteria for selecting individuals from a national competition to
pargicipate in an internship prog}am. Each progrgm igso‘facgg has

. . 4 .
its own criteria for selection. These criteria are usually related

v

to the goals of. the gfggyam and are directed foward,ﬁifferentiatiné
. < . ~.

among é;ndidatés in order to determine those who ‘possess outstafiding

Pl

potential and will be able to profit \from,the pfoposed, internship ex-
: v prop

perience (Machugall, 1972; Creagér, 1971; Council of q;eat City
Schoold, 1971). . * L«

[

Each.appliéation'submitted to. the NLIP was screened in order to

determine if all materials were preséﬁi. During each of the first
three years iof the NLIP the UBEA central staff.assumed the major re-

sponsibility'forréé%iving the applications and selectingia rnates

. and finalistg. In{addigfon, each yesr one or two professors from

member UCEA 1nstitut16ns:f§viewéd all Zf the application materials and

-

provided ‘assessments. . ‘ ' -

The criteria used to rate each application were:
< . LT : ”
cod&eptual skills as evidenced by scholarships and

writing ability. ) .

1.
~

[y

initiative and ahility as evidegzéﬁ\ky past performance
and recommendations. . .

1

degree of experience in adminiét;éfion:’ )

fo e o

4. degree of congruence between goals of the candidate and,
-NLIP goals. 3 o

. h -~ - - s

v+ 5., potential to make a positive contribution to the NLIE.

N

Using these critéria fihglists and alternaéha_we;é'éhosen from

those suﬁmfgzing appliéatiopsl The applications.were. also ciass;ﬁied

-~ =
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. 4, .

~~ ! .
by the nature of the major area of training of each candidate, i.e.,

~gené,ral education. or special education. This was done in order to
1Y ’ °

assure equal representation from eac&'area. During each year a con-

13

scientious effort was made to recrpit women and other minority appli-

cants. In all cases, competence

as a finalist.

In £975 76, change in the selection process was initiated. The

A

increased number of NLIP applicants required the UCEA central staff to

". seek assistance from member professors to adequately review all of the ~

\] ’ ,

applications. In addition, as‘i'e number of applicants increased, the

-

need to obtain a more impartial assessment also increased. A scréening !

~ S - /—“/

committee was appointed to review and to recommend to the program

-
director a siate of finalists ard alternates. This screening committee

.

consjisted of two professors,. one represepting geheral education’admini-

stration ‘and the other representing special education administration,

L) _/

a former intern) and a repfésentative‘from ashational education agency

_or association. Committee members were familiar with the-program but

LT a~ S
did not have_vestsg interests 4in the ‘selection of candidates, i.e.,

did fot nominate a candidate, would not serve as a potential intern-

'sﬁip‘sﬁperVisor,'nor represent a potential internship site.
L3 &

4.4 Placement .of interns ‘

1
L]

Probably in no other area of the p?%gram design has the NLIP
‘given closer scrutiny than in the placement process. Henley (1970)

» -

‘ .
'\ .
-29- .
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14
notes that’ each internship placement is unique because it brings

together two individuals for the first ti Ramseyer,(196§) and

-

p plafement must~be ‘ailor

-

Yagood (1972). comment% that each 1

the placement process was seen as crucial to the success ° //'
_individual internship placement and ultimately to the succe%s of the
program. ' . ’1 //// o
. The need to eﬁérciseggreat care initheiselébtion of potential‘ A

agency sites anf Supervisors has already been mentioned. In addition,

. the selection process for applicants assured that quality individuals
with high‘potential comprised the fimalist and alter;gte-pool The
processes which brpught these two groups together, allowed them to inter-

act and make choices regarding possible matches "and finaliged the-indi—

\

vidual placements needed to be comprehensive and flexible. Further—

more, it had to provide an opportunity for individuals*to share accurate

[ .
information about each other, question each other regarding that infor-

mation, determine the compatibility and degree oglcongruence between
. L} "0 )

expectations held for the internship and determine -the interpersonal
) . . }

compatibility between an intern candidate and a potential supervisor.
Congruence of expectation was sought between the intern and

D
Role theory literature .

. N %
references the positive benefits ifi. human interaction resulting from A

commonly held expectations among individuals concerning the various

supervisor regarding aspects of the program.

. [

aspects of that interaction (Katz and Kahn, 1966 Gross et al ’ 1958'

®

Getzels and Guba, 1958; Jacobson ét al., 1958; Kahn et al., 1964).

-

. ) (

N
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‘e

- A
»

potential supervisors to exc nge information rega

- A

Due pr

.
’ 2

firalists were chosen, their placement informatdion was shown to six .
- “ar

agency supervisors participating in the program.

se1ected .an intern.
)
offered internships

&

ticipate'placeménts

This procedure
o -

the year which were

i o
ment procedure.

‘greater structure and flexibility was rehuired.

o [

accepting an internship in Washington

<3 N
relatives, and university'contacts’to move to Washington.

L -

an internship in a different .conceptual area since general education

A

terms and supervisors,

-

ments which'provided for the congruence of expectations between: in-

s>

Th

Z - . . ’
With each year opporfuniti increased for inter&:fandidates'ang

—

»

process changed during each NLIP yegr. '

The placenent process .structure focused on obtainingsplace— v

\ &

a

-

g prospectives.

to late funding‘for the 197?27@ NLIP -the p1ace-

P -, : 4 @

L[
’5ysupervisors4
B

The interns were then contacted by phone and

in the se1ected agency
-~

4

due th;thg,#neffectiveness of ' th

o~ N N
Data collected from that intern group indigated that

Y

. ' -

were consummated. ' R . ‘
. ) 7 . o,

was eficient rd” problems aroie;irrdughout ‘ - ..

LN ) ® -~ ’

As interns3agreed to par-‘

14 ¢
. o

-~ .

-~ .

initial place- s

) . —_—

Analysis suggeSted A\ -

t

‘that interns faced a great dea1 of ambiguity and potentihl ankiety in

Ayt
A

Interns leave their friends,

» ~ . y »
L. . ‘

’ ©

They accept ’

M »

finalists are p1aced in’ specia1 education agencies and €§ce.versa. . .

cerns:

’ thei per%ma

FQ; most interns this wai/their first exposure to national policy con-

o

{
Furthermore interns were uncertain as to the fmplications of,

-

nce upon their careers.

\

ment process changes were designed

_\\ .
“
-31-
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becoging more self-assured to confront challenges. Interns were given
/ . - =,
chéices S agency, placements. Detailed’information regarding the .

. ~ potential site and internship aqgigiﬁies were provided. Interns intef-

viewed potenéial supervisoiz ahd deéermined compatibility. In sum,.
. . » 13

fessionali/iiggin the hosting agencies and
£

S
- -~

interns gained.status as p
the‘yashingtbn community.
The 1974-75 placement pfoéess initiated the above changes.

-Eleven potential ageﬁcy ﬁlaqements were idénsified for eight intefn-

~

ship placements. Agencies described their orgarfization and plan for

intern involvement. A total of twelve finalists and three’ alternates
N
. , were selected from the applicants and brought to Washington in'May,

e

" 1874 for agency interviews. Ptior_te candidate arrival, supervisors

., . % - .
* reviewed applicant materials. As the caﬁdidates,arrived in Washington, ‘xﬁﬁﬁk

.

they were given the agencd statements and ;déhtified agencies with

»
A

which they wanted to interview.

" One-half hour interviews were organized, after which both the

’

/ candidates and supervisors were asked to rank each other in terms of

: ﬁ\\\\\their preférence for a placement. "Matches" wegs made between candi-

-

dates and supervisdrs‘who ranked each other as having a higher prefer- N
Lo

-

. - ence for placement. In‘gﬁdition, intern candidates met with the 1973-74
." 'h( . _ .
. intern group. . .

-
.

. : After the initial interviews, seven internship placements were
. ,

L : " - filled. Three alternates were invited' to Washinéfbn.to’interview

,

" with the remaining agency supervisors. _Eight inte;n placements were

consummated. ) ' < L.
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More than half of
A ®

Data were collected regarding the process.

'those internslwere dissatisfied with the fact that twelve interns’

competed for Ehe eight placements, producing an. inhibiting effect on

?

'questioning andwconfrontation by intern candidates and supervisors.

\that a visit to agency sites should be made.

" tions and'interpersonal compatibility.

g

Candidates felt that the tompetition increased the likelihqod that

[}

personality and social influence variables affected the intefview’and

choice-process. Interns reported that they were treated in a pro-

4 ,
' . 13
fessional fmanner that the one-half hour interview was too short,"

=

Supervisors feporté
that the interviews were of sufficient duration. Both interns and
supervisors commented that having more potential p1acements than

. ’ h 4
intern positions incréased the probability of congruence of expecta-
. Meeting former interns also

Both supervisors and

-

cofitributed to positive intern placements.

“interns reported that the interview process should be conducted in April ;

prior to moving to Washington in July. . ‘ - »

4

The 1975-76_placement process proceeded in a similar manner as
s . - >
described for the previous year, with several major changes. Although .
twelvé potential agency sites were identified qnly eight intern final-
istsaand four a1ternates were’ seiected. These eight fdnalists, equally
3

5
repi;senting general and special education were brought to Washington

elrly April 1975 and iuterViewed with a11 supervisors. The finalists

were assured of an internship provided a compatible match occurred. It
- :

" could be reduced.

was feit in this manner the candidate anxiety concerning competition

Prior to the actual interviews a11 intern finalists

e - oo, 0
. ’
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participated in a group process session conducted by Dr. Alan Brown—

sword, formerly c on leave with the National Training Labs and currently

- . - .

with the. 0ffice.of Personnel,bUSOE. This session was designed to help

interns prepare for the dnterviews by identifiying their own need to.‘
‘ |

give information about themselves and receive information fron super- -

-

. 7

visors about the projected agency placements.- After the interviews,,
» v ﬁ

finalists visited agency sites which interested them and‘discussed in

greater detail the learning potentials within the agency.-

.

Complementary matches weré made for six positions. Two alter-

- N\ L . . :
nates were then brought to Washington and intérviewed with the remain-

-

ing supervisors. These alternates reégived placements.

~

Ddta collected indicated that the participants viewed this plac?-

N
LN

ment procedure favorably: The opportunity for indepth and on-site

visits provided information for choices to be made. The process con-"
* . v . . . - T
sultation session on interviews was viewed positively. Interns reported

they were treated in a nrofessional manner, received information and ‘
a0 Y

K P ) ]
assistance from former interms, and found placements which were compat-

+
°

ible with their own interest and professionalégoals. Candidates

[} - ’ .

suggested that additional care be taken to'provide>a~uniform format for

the agency plan provided to interms. In additioni, candidates and super-

visors questioned the utility for all individuals interviewing each

: L}
other if placements were available only in agencies which represented

-

assignments in the field complementary torthe interns' academic and

professional training. Although they understood that these interviews'

- were structﬁéed to provide information and allow individuals a chance *

\

- ]
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to meet each other, they felt that other opportunities for this. type-
£ -
= . of information exchange would be more productive,

-

4.5 Determining the scope of intern_learning expéri nces— </K’”\

'

)
* \
- - < N

The importance: of creating opportunities for interns and super-

- ] -

visors to develop common expectations for each other's performance

-~ 3

. has already been discussed, This concept is important in development
d : N ﬁ

. of the experiences and actfvities Which are to be the substance of the

a

' ‘h internship The Conner and Culbertson’ Report (1964) states that the
‘specific nature of the activities should be Jased upon thé intern's
learning needs. Furtherm?re, the assignment should be agreed upon by )
the intern, the university supervisar and the'resppnsible supervisor.
McAdam aﬁﬁ Lyon (1975) note that indiridual interns wiil~often_rise to

r meet high P formange expectations, especially iﬁ'they understand that
their involvement is substahtial, méhningful and useful to.the organi-
zation. Henley (1970) views the success of the field placemernt4s
depending primarily upon the success of the a istratpr and interm,

-

their willingness to be honest Vith each other, and their willingness

(]

ta work together in a professional manner. Long (1970) found that in
internships surveyed; coopenating'administrators were more, task oriented
than people oriented, had higher expectations for the internship than
did their ifiterns, and their expectations. were more realistic than

s -

. thoge .of university supervisors. S S ; s

- o
cQ? < ]

Some authors have suggested that in order to create an atmosphere

. , .
Lid . * . . ’ LA ]
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of cooperation and understanding structures be provided which allow

the intern and supervisor to discuss their expectations. for the'uear:s
experience and jointly develop a written, yet flexiBle‘plan of activ-
itiesr(Argyris, 1951, 1960, 1965, 1970; Schein;.1970; Leuinson, 1962).

Such structures are based upon a social—psychological model. The type

of plan developed is usually referred to as a psychological contgzct

The psychological contract is the implicit contract between the
person and the qrganization. It specifies what each expects to give '
. t i ’
to the other and receive from the othér. It is these significant and

usually unstated agreements between employee and organization that
R

operate as powerful determinants of behavior. As Kotter (1973) notes:

When an individual jo¥ﬁs an organization he hds’a set
of expectations concerning what he will réceive and.a
set of expectations concerning what he will give The
organization has two corresponding sets of expectations
In total, then, there are four sets of expectations
The individual expects to recéive, and the organization
expects to‘give, “such things as advancemenﬁ'opportunitiesi
salary, status, office space and decor, amount of
challenge vs. dull work, and so.on. Likewise, the organ-
ization expects to receive, 'and the individual expects
to give, such things as technical skills, “time and
énergy commitfment, communication ability, supervisory
skills, loyalty, and so on . . . ,
These expectations of the individual on ‘the one. hand
and the organization on the other can match or they can
. be quite different. For example, a4 young engineer may
expect that he will be given his own office when he
goes to work for company X. If the company also expects.- .
to give him an office of his own, then there is a "match.”
. If they do hot expect to give him his own office, there is
4 "mismatch.” . This mismatch can be small (they expect he
vill share an office with one other person) or large .(they
" expect he won't be given an office, desk, or amything).
" These four sets of expectations and the matches 'and mis- *
matches make up, the psychological contract.-.This con-
- tract . . . may include literally thousands of items .

although the new employee may be conscious of only a few.
[y [4

s
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* Research.by Schein (1962, 1964, 1970), Kotter (1973) and Rubin

(1969) stresses that a worker's satisfaction and productivity in

1 =~ -~
his or her first year is largely determined by the dégree to which the
] s
"worker s expectations match ‘the organization s expectationsu Failure

]

to match explicitly, from the start, the expectations of employer/‘*’

'supervisor and employee, is a major cause of mu?ual dissatisfaction
and of employees changing jobs and of poor performance during an indi-

vidual's later caréer/ T , . ”

Kotter cites a typical pattern observéd “in his research:.

. ‘ ,The Contract formed during the joining-up period has
mismatches, but neither, the employee nor his
-~ boss recognizes them. (After a while) the employee

begins to feel those mishatches as disappointment.
Since: he believes the ‘company has broken its part
of the contract, "he reacts by slowly breaking his
part.. He dEten "digs in" and becomes just another

moderately productive, uncreative nine to five body.- - .
o 3 Internship programs often agsume a "rational" learning model
. ) s
LEUN : that depicts the supervisor offering and the subordinate assuming

gradually increasing amounts of responsibility ‘and initiatve as the

latter achieves success on the'tasks he or she is assigned In fact,
= ! L]
however, as thter indicates both supervisor and intern behavior will

'
L]

be greatly mediated by how well their expectations are satisfied
] in this process. Continued learning and taking ‘of responsibility by

. the intern depends on being able to satisfy both personal expectations
{

) "Sﬁu the supervisor's expedﬁations through thq o¥portunities made avail-
° - ) -ﬂ};

NTW

able. . - Sy

-

. g é
Throughout each of three years the NBIE[structured opportunities

&’*‘: L]

. s . lb—j i /l ‘%4\
- « 3 .
¢ . i ' Je :
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for interns and supervisors to engage in discossiojs sbout mutual
‘expecrations and develop a "codtract?'based upon those discussions.
}. During each of the first two Jear: these sessions were.heldjin con-
junction withlﬁhe)orientation (see next sec;iod entitled Orientation - s
to and inservice development). %nterns and supeLvisors were encouraged-Eo
- - begin conversations regar potential 1nterests and activities ) - .

’

prior to the intern's arﬁiyal in Washington. The final "contr?ct,"‘ .
. hdﬁever,ejéj>ﬂot formulated until early in rhe first ;:;Eh of the

placemen| During the 1975-76 year, however, . placement process

was completed early enough in the year to al interns to be brodght

1 ' to Washington’éf\gbe end of May, in order Lo be in to develo;jrheir
"cont{acts."

In order to fécildtate the negotiations prgceés inherent in the

. »sharing of expectations and the development of planned activities a

tontract was developed. This contract form was designed to facilitate

- )
<

. and focus the interaction between the two individuals. The form allowed

both to specify general goals.to be accomplished during the year. in .

Ne

addition the intern and supervisor jointly specified personal intern N .

,// . learniné objectives, and agency objectives for the intérn. Activities

bl s

- ‘necessary to accomplish these objectives.;ere also outlined. |

Typically, contract forms require the intern to outlineﬁfctivities e
< ) -

’ and obJéEtives. The NLIP form. recognized that the supervisor was a

— -srparsy teksheﬂiateracsieneand—providedxan—eppertanisyeierecheAsuperviser— —

to describe those ectiviq;es ich s/he needed to perform in order to

s

facilitate the accomplishment’ of intern objectives. The format of the




" contract was at times adﬁpted to meet individual differences ii .place-

- , { v
B . .

ments.

' | ' . .
The completed forms were revigwed by the program director and .

. N
4

suggestions made. In addition, the program director was availaﬁlg for_
consultation or mediation if interns.and ‘supervisors require assistance.
X .

- B

TEﬁ first gomplefgd.fo;m was-due‘during the first month of

the intérnship and described activities and objectives for the first

four months of the program. 'Sébseqdently, the intern and supervisor

“ were asked to review their plan quarterly. -This review ggqu%ped'that
_they examine their progress vis a vis the prior ¢ontract, making changes

- dn objectives and actiﬁitiés as they relate to the upcoming four month |
.\/“\
period and include additional objectives. which would guide new activ-

B 3

'ities. This review process created an opportunity for the intern and

gxpectations.

N r
# The contract’ review also provided a formal structure for assessing

.

‘supervisor to examine on a continuous basis their mutzgl

3

learning expectations and i

7 . *

ed cﬁanges.in internship activities.,

>, ’

“Interns and.

sors in each year found) the contract' process to

" be helpful.

.
@ e

Q&Q: Orientation and inservice development’ ‘

~

— . . '

-

o ) The orientatiAn of Jthe interns can be viewed in four distinct con- .
. " ‘ L ‘/ i . - S
. texts: . . ‘ .t AR

/

2

—~
-
3

1. orientation to the agency and supervisor;

2.  orientation to areas of concerns raised.in the péif'regardiﬁg

+  intern-supervisor-~agency interaction; . ’ .
L 3

‘ LY
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-

»

- NLIP program and Yhe obportunttieg‘fog internship activities.

‘
' —

’
. - N

3. orientation to the Washington environment; andy . :
4. orientation to the other interns and the intern "group."
4 »

. v . v B
The first two contexts related closely to the development of under-
v - L 8

stéhdings between interns and supervisors and thgir sﬁd&ihg of expecta-
tions which results in the formulation of their psychological contract.

The third context deals with an understanding of the new environment ;

in which they will operate during the 1n£ernship year. The fourth con- ,

v

text establishes the basis for mutual interaction, among interns directed

»

L 4 .

at sharing expefkances and learning which form the ‘basis. for continued

M . \

With each year the bmientatzan process used to prdvide 1nformapioﬁ £
~

. A
inservice development for interns.
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regarding-each of the abovetﬁontexts was gﬁfe comprehefisive and sophisti~ "~ T

cated. The changes in the process were based on -data collected on the

: N ) , :

orientation prbcess of the programlehortly after each intern gréup ar-

i

-

rived in Washington. .

During the 1973-74 and 1974-75syears attempts were made to encourage X

-

communication bewteen each intern and supervisor prior to the July start- -

. - v b . ’
up date. These communicét;ons results in gréater indorporation of the |
ﬁew‘interns into the Washington scene and'the individual agency. 1In ’

instances where these communications weYe attended to systematically,

¢ . . —
the intern came ‘to Washington more aware- of the goals of the agency, the

0
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A tﬁrge-day orientation was held in Wagniﬁgton, D.C. during thé&

first week of July 1943. The orientation consisted of several sessions.

\ ‘. ®

The initial seésion was\ conducted by Dr. C\\Egpoklyn Derr of the N£§a1
i i
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’ Postgraduate School and Mr. Barry Unger of Harvard University.g Thé
* . ” * . - \

& ’ v o
purpose of the session was to allow both‘i&interns and supervise#s to

~

formulate ing,tial expectations for' the year's experfence. Inteins and

supervisors participated in a series of organizational' devélopment
&

{0.D.) activities designed to increase listening, intetpretation, and
"helping" skills. .’Each intern and Mer supervisor were helped to

~develop a cooperative, facilitati\&mode of interaction. Jl\e intec@

<

and supervisors engaged in a series of 'role negotiations' sessions
. \ ¥ ‘g

- during which both interns and supefvisors' identified expectations for

the year's experience and "negotiated" suitable activities vjhich@ould

best'ber able to meet those e;:pe’ctations. In the ‘1974'orientat’ion con-

‘ v '

g 1’4

. siderable time was spent In describing areas of potential conflict and

concern. These areas were- identified(rhrough monitoring the 1973-74
experdence and were pﬁesented to assist supervisors and intems in ag-

Ay
ticipating similar situations i their own planning for the internsHip.
@ « ﬂ’t\‘\ - .
The final outcomé of the initi art of the orientation session
B 'J.{Q & o .

3 . . . . .
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* ¥, .
was the establishment<of'a Atpsychol ical contract" (as already des-
A . L. v N . % R C s . . .
described) between e h,inte"r"n and °superviso'r©\ .o ’ :
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The second part of xhe oi:ientation 'consisted of meetings between

s .
¢ <

the interns and individuals wl}o represented educational perspectives

in thé Eexecut‘:tve and legislg%ive branches of government as well as

\
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experiences for the intern group 'itself. The sessions were designed to

’ v

facilitate the exchange and sharing of information about each intern

.
-8

T with the intern gtoup at large. 0l \ ' . &

’ Data” gollected during the 1974-75 year assessed the éffectiveness

-

‘of the orientation session.- The "contracting" during the orientation

R - w
was seen as mcderately helpful in preventing misunderstandings but not

as a substitute for hard negotiation ang’ groundwork before the intern -~

came to D.C. 'Several interns fe that their supervisors either didn't

rioysly the contracdhing, making it a fut:il“e:3

.

(? understand or didn't take

exercise at that point . / AN
. ~ . 4

The 'team building" exercises during “origntation were seen-as

PR

Xpbderatgly;useful for finding friends and fielping interns to come to- v

L3 ”~ 1

gether more as a group. The exercises were described as non—ggercive

and resulted in an esprit de corps among the interns.

. . ’

Intern-intern relationships were described as ''good, really close,

’

- ’
e <

« commitment to each other, supporti?tf’g;;tective, impottént, shared
information, business—like but good, effective communications net-

", work." Interns worked together to| help each other learn about the o

. " i S
language and culture of Washington. ¥ . )

h—:> - ~&‘ Interns and supervisors said that the remarks at the orientation
N, : - ;
7
j@bout intern expectations caused them to plan for such things as disser-

/
i // tation- time, etc. Furthermore, supervisors noted that the orientation R

» allowed many‘of them to meet for the first'time”and’expiaré‘afééé of B
mutual interesv‘ “_ . . ‘ ,

./ “ In addition several suggestions;werg made by a USOE site evaluation

? —
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team,(August 1974) regarding future orientation efforts. The evaluation

team recommended that greater efforts be made to encourage communication

\\\\;\_—‘//betweeﬁ/t;e intern aqf supervisor prior to the actual beginning of the
. i ternsﬁi experience, that the UCEA project director be available in’
n /_ﬁp%‘p , ICEA proj . able i

Washington 3ufing the initial weeks in July in order to assist interns
, % .

-

and supervisdrs in the eyent that problegs arose iéwthe placement and
that the concept of confidentiality be stressed with interns in that
they are privy to confidential and sensitive informatie;\and need to be
-aware of their obligations in this'tegard.

. ’ . ~ ~

These suggestions and others were incorporated in the orientatien
[4 . .

-~

“design for 1975-76. Interns and supervisors were conyened in Washingtom

‘

in May prior to the July start-up date and prowided aitwo—day oppor-

= .

mation with feach other,lAnd begin to formulate the "contract.!' In-

. . depth orientation sessions were held on the first three Firday's in July

+ + " Mo attend to the team building, orientation to Washington and confiden—
2 ¢ N e
tialit§ issues. In addition, the project d1rect1y was available in |

( .
Washington for‘three days of each of the .first three weeks in July. ¢«

. '-ﬂ\v/) During that time he met with supef&isors and facilitated that integ;-
. .

. - ‘ ’
action wherever possible. M t.

v

tunity to discuss issues raised by former interg groups, exchanée infor- '

3

]

§

. . - )
P %K\‘~ This process produced greater congruence of expectations among.. , °
> >

L%
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ways

"interns and supervisors. Both were better ablertp pltn for the experience

b

X

At

the move to Washington ,

P

o and the initial act%xities ‘at the agenéy.

The orientation to Washington

~

elaxed.

¢ . . " - ~

A .,
and its environment was more indepth-and/i

©
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. The frequent meetings
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during July facilitated f..iber cooperation and unity within the.

7

intern grghp. i .

»  #pservice development may be defined as that type of orientation

which is ongoing and related to tﬁé perceived reeds of the interns

in_identifying areas of interest and exploringit e human and material

resources available in Washington and througho%t the UCEA network which

can serve those interests. ‘During the 1974-75| and 1975-76 years each

~

group, articulated their interest in visiting ekch other's agencies

and meeting the leadership in those agencies. Individual interns assumed
responsibility for arranging meetings in theirkhost agency between

s

the intern gfoup and agency leaders. 1In this &fy greater understghd—

-

. Lo | s
ings were developed not only of the agencies participating in thg NLIP .

but aiéo of the interaction among various agEncfes in the Washington

A -

gnvironmeﬁts as they attempt to influence ﬁationél policy. In additionm,

-~

'meetings were arranged with other leaders in #Washington to discuss con-

tributions being made by those leaders and their agencies or bfanches'of

) 4

P * o - »
govemment . ' - - 4 .

.An interest of the 1975-76 group was the development of stronger

ties with the UCEA central staff and the: UCEA network. To thi3 end

. -

two meetings between the intern group and the entire UCEA staff were

-
-

arranged. Members of the central sthff'describeg UCEA programs while

interns described their areas of professional interest., Attempts

- [

-~ ) ) * - '
were made to involve interns in UCEA development projects to the degree

that interns would see that involvement as professionally rewarding. In

f - ~ -

addiiion,,the UCEA Exécutive Committee Huring its Septémber, 1975

A
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~ meeting in washington fﬁpressed interest dn meeting the interns and

‘
~ . et

to that end hosted a reception~an3\\g/ktail party to provide them

. . .
cern by interns‘earl within the placement. As the half-way point iy

.

_ 'the internship year approached, however, ihterns began to look forward
. N . » . N ! . . )
o~ to potentiial employme:jj Although no guarantees for employmegt were .

. .

L4 B - v

terns had exper;;nce on the national level which afforded them a unique

-

) ~
perspective. They had developed centacts through their national agency
placement which facilitated placement. The agencies pafticipating in

. the NLIP represented a variety of constituent groups in general and,
s ;pécial education. 'Inxﬁhat capacity, those agencies received vacancy
. notices‘which were made'available.to interns.~ Infferns were encouraged
J to share those notices with the ﬁkoup in order to provide opportunities T

»

¥
. to ‘members of the intern group ¥nterns had access to the UCEA Com-
$e.3d

| . puterized Résearch and Placement System (CORPS) which attempted to
. @ 1dentify 'individuals who meet qualifi?\z}ons specified b$ potentia1 . J .

A ) “ )

made participation in the idternship offered several advantages. Tn- -

;\ ~ .
3 3 . .
the opportunity to get to know all of those current and former interns e
" ’ who were still inyWashington. . - - , ')
. o . .
s : PUN C v s w . .
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4.7 .Caréer placement a . ‘ ] > T -
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. Career placement ispnot typically identified as an immeédiate cgn- <«\<\

N
2

———*—————‘*‘—__Employers ﬁQgLused CORPS to fill vacancies. Informal assistance was

-

available from UCEA primarily for those interns who are interested in

.
- < ’
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university professorships. . 9, ’ . ¢
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“” The success of intern placemenfs during the three years of the .
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NLIP cannot be questioned. Throughout this report™gyeferences have been

~ge ! . - .

made to “the interns,"atheir,experienges,with the NLIP, and the way
they have served as guinea pigs for the many "experiments' which the
¢ - » . ) v .
“program had undeftaken to improve its effectiveness and ‘efficiency. .

"Without their support, willingness to be critical, and enthusiasm, the

k]

NLIP would not have,been able to functifn. Eaeh intern»brought to the
'

program a unique set ofoexperiences, needs, and contributions. The

’ N . 9
.

'personal interaction with-<these duality individuals was the most reward;

Aing aspect of managing the NLIP.. Below is a list of interns who par- .

-

ticipated If the NLIP during its first three years of operation,’ their ST >
\
host university and their. present position. ) \\}v) R
t . - . .
. Intern - University :§§ Current Position '
" 1975-76
v _— ‘\ ’ ) > ~ B
Meredith Adler University. of Kentucky Director of Teacher Corps : .
s ' Wise County Teacher Corps. o

) y {<J Project, Wise, Virginia _
- v
Sharon Davis Cornell University ' Professional Staff Member
' e The Council for Exceptional
Children i P .

3

“//~S ) Anthony Kowalski

N -

-

" Sandra Mason'

-

Janis Paushter

#

Bruce Ramiriz

. -4

New York University

v v

I
’ -

# .
Rutgers University

Téachers College
Columbia University,

'Pennsylvania §tate ,
University®

s

) Assistance'ConsozFium,
\]

,Educational Priorities, Inc.

Project Director
Special Education Technical >
Council of Great f£ity Schools

President

N

Administr tive Staff A
Division of Special

Education, Fairfax County

Public Schools, Virginia . .

Prpfeésional Staff Member ) ‘
The Council for Exceptional )
Children - -

-




A . .
S Intern g University ) Current Position
- Eliseo Ruiz University of Texas at Dir?ctor of Special'Projects.
Austin. e National Association of
. ) o ' State Boards of Education
Herbert Williags Boston University Administrator for Com- , ‘
. N . ) pensatory}Edpcation .
' Montgomery County Public
) Schools, Maryland . .
IS k) P .
- R ‘ l'.‘ ‘ . - "
. ey t
' \ 1974-75 ° )
.
. Peter Fanging - University of«Arizona Director of Special
y ' : Education
- Wichita Public Schools \
Leonard Kenowitz SUNY at Aibany Field' Training Coodinator
. — Child Development and Men- ”
: . tal Retardation Center :
University of Washington
- Nancy Knapp ' Oklahoma State University Assistant Professor .
University . . Northern Illinois Univexrsity _
4 ¢ . " —
Francine Lasken  Teachers College S _ : .
, ’ Columbia University, ' ’
. ¢ ' ° -~ ,
. - Joseph Marinelli University of Wisconsin Federal Liéis'n-Washington
. Representative, Florida
~ . : Department og’gducation
Martha Redden University of Kentucky Director, Project on the '
i . ) ' Handicapped in ‘Science, . ’
. S A American Association for
. . ' T the ‘Advancement o&_Science N
\ \l..' i . ‘ ) )
’ David P. Riley ]f%??gzg;;/;hivexsity Director of Pupil Personfiel
! . ’ . Services, Hopkintgn Public’
. , - Sthools, Massachusetts
) . . . . . . -, .. /
" Rent-Zoe Zivin University of'Chicago

[¥4




Intern University . Current Position

1973-74 '
l . Joseph ‘Gaughan Syracuse University Staff Assistant, Speciél_
. ' . . Education, Omaha Public
. ] . w Schools, Nebraska -~ ¢
Spencer Korte University of Southern Program ‘Coordinator for
L I1llinois Exceptional Education
' ' Milwaukee Public Schools

oo ‘ Wisconsin

Cathy Moore " University of Texas. » Project Cogrdinator 3
‘ National ASsociation for ,
Retarded Citizens .

o
William Peterson University of Georgia Education Program Specialist
* Bureau of Education for the* .,

Handicapped/Division of
Personnel, Preparation’

L4 - 14

Yilliam Schipper ' University of Utah Associate Director
National Asspciation of
State Directors of Special

4

" . * - Education

—— PO [, e e e . E . . e et i e

William Wilson University of New Mexico AqgociateADiréctor ' L
Y

National Assoc¢iation of
State Directors of Special
s . Education T

rd

. 4.8 Time line ,
v P4

The procedures described above represent the flow of %Stivitiés_ .

4n thq\NLIP.° In order 'to proyide the reader with an additional per- -

* _ﬁ:éﬁgctivé" r that sequence a time line for the thirﬁ_year (19?5—76) of
& R ’ .. . . - .

A the NLIP‘is presented, below: ) ' :

-
A
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October, 1974

o <

November, 1974

* December, 1974

January, 1975

February, 1975

March, 1975

N\

April, 1975

,

May, 1975

June,' 1975}

July, 1975

\ K
" August, 1975

."/‘\
' October, 1975

- e

.
* ¥ . 0

- INTERNSHIP TIME LINE

_ Third Year Activities' wt\kfﬁ

(1975-76) e R %

Continuation Proposal submitted. .

UCEA staff promotes program in universities
(ongoing).

Agencies interviewed for~\potential internship.
participation

,

Letter.sent to universities inviting application.

Applications arrive
Personal’ contacts made whenever' possible
(ongoing activity). .

]

. Applications continue to arrive.

Agency placements finalized. 4

v

Initial .screening of candidates begins. . %

Final screening accomplished Top candidates
go to Washington for interviews. 'Alternates
selected‘and’interviewed if necessary. ¢’
* L3 LN
Final placemeny. ’ : ‘
Interns begin formal contaot With supervisor’
Interns obtain assistapce from 19‘74-75 group
with housing, etec. » - T .
' ?
Interns and supervisors meettin Washington and
begin developing contracts Interns find
housing. ' ‘ »

Interns move to Washington, D.C.:

Interns attend’ orientation sessioms.
Formative evaluation begins. . , .
Psychological contracts formulated. )

conferences with invited speakers (ongoing).

Interns pegin informal' monthly meetings and
Teap building activity continues.

;Intern*agency interviews on current progress.

A/gNovemher,fl97§

3

Meeting of interns.to review progress.
Psychological contracts re-formulated.

>




.Décembir,°1975"

January, 1976
\ .

Fébruary, 1976

March, 1976

april, 1976

May, 1976

July, 1976

8-

Third Year Activities _
(1975-76) = :
L . -
"Review with interns procedures which will
assist next $ear's.interns.

v

’

>

£

. Interview interns and supervisors on current

progress. .
~ . . .
Mgeting of interns and supervisors to discuss
progress. . _
Psychological contracts reformulated.
/ ¢

Currént interns orient new interns.
M t

e

~ Intefns complete assiénments.
Summative evaluation begins. ) .

’\ -
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% During the three years of the NLIP many ‘members ,of the

s T " CHAPTER V
o Personnel . .

“central staff were actively involved in ggsur;ng success for the

&

3

'activitieéjand processes. Paula

+

NLIP. Jack Culbertson, Executive Director & ovided overall project
leadership. Richard S. Podemski, Associate Director,_éssumeq majer
responsibility for the actual implementation of the NLIP_gfoject

lver, Fred Frank, James Yates,, P

. -
v

Nichplas Nash, and Jackson'Newéll, hssociatg Directors, assisted the

. . L e‘\,’~‘ - . o £a
NLIP §Specia;1y‘in intespreting the program to professors and students
P

in UCEA institutions and encouraging individuals to apply.

-

. s . .
-
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